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Is Transit Oriented Development
Affordable for Low and Moderate
Income Households?

Dr. Reid Ewing and Justyna Kaniewska

Affordability
§ Nominal affordability ceiling for a household is 30
percent of income for housing (H), 15 percent of
income for transportation (T), and 45 percent of
income for the sum(H+T).

§ The combined cost of housing and transportation
declines as places become more compact.
§ As metropolitan compactness increases,
transportation costs decrease faster than
housing costs increased, creating a net decline in
household costs.

What is TOD?
TOD is widely defined as compact, mixed-use
development near transit facilities with highquality walking environments, not necessarily
at the expense of automobile access.
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Research Questions
• How do housing costs at TODs directly adjacent to rail stations compare
to standards of affordability for low- and moderate-income households in
the region?
• What proportion of TODs in the U.S. provides affordable housing units,
and what are the relative shares of designated versus naturally occurring
affordable units?
• What are the mechanisms used by TOD developers or jurisdictions to
provide affordable housing?
• What proportion of jurisdictions has regulatory vs. voluntary measures?
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Contacting
regions

183

• Contacted MPOs,
transit operators,
and major cities in
the 26 regions to get
a list of potential
TODs

• Planners in most
of these agencies
responded to our
requests
• Transit operators
have the best
knowledge of
TOD projects in
their regions
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Selecting TODs

§ 183 potential
TODs
§ in 26 regions

The 8 criteria:
1) Dense and multistory
2) Mixed use (residential
and commercial)
3) Pedestrian-friendly
with public space
4) Self-contained
parking
5) Adjacent to transit
6) Fully developed or
nearly so
7) Built after transit
8) Master Planned

§ 85 TODs
§ 117 individual
projects/
developments
§ 23 regions
§ 42 counties
§ 51 cities
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TODs, transit stations
and projects

1 transit station

1 TOD

Methodology

1 TOD

1 project

TODs vs. transit stations

Example: Boston’s North Station has 4
TODs

TODs vs. individual
projects/ developments

Example: McArthur Station (Oakland,
CA) has 4 projects developed by 3
developers in different years
Block A and C: developed by Hines in 2020 and 2019 respectively
Block B: developed by Boston Properties in 2020
Block D: developed by Bridge Housing 2016 (nonprofit developer:
100% affordable)

Mechanisms/ Interventions

Methodology

This study involved identifying and reviewing:
•

a large number of municipal, county and state websites, zoning
codes, policy guidelines, websites of various transit operators as
well as guidelines and reports prepared by them

•

various databases (i.e., LIHTC/HUD) as well as other programs’
databases that monitor affordable units

•

transit-oriented development and housing affordability status
reports prepared by various governing bodies, as well as tax
credit allocation memos written by city and state officials

As well as conducting hundreds of phone inquiries

Designated Affordable
Housing - findings

13%

• ½ of the TODs do not have any
designated low-income units
• The high percentage of affordable
units usually results from single
projects that are designated 100%
affordable (more on it later)

13%

Naturally Occurring
Affordable Housing - findings

7%

• NOAH is affordable to households
earning ~70-80% of AMI
• Outside of TODs, NOAH accounts
for 75% - 85% of affordable housing
• As of July 2021, 40% of the TODs
have some NOAH units

7%

NOAH and DAH – combined
numbers

20%

• Significant disparities across
regions - from 0% to over 60% of
housing units are affordable to
households earning no more than
80% of AMI
• Generally, regions have either
NOAH or DAH units
• In most instances, the difference
between high and low
percentages of affordable units
lie with single projects that are
designated 100% affordable

* As of July, 2021

Mechanisms/ interventions at
city, county, and state level

• Most policies and
regulations are initiated at
a city level

Mechanisms/ Interventions

Summary of findings (1/2)

1. Large range of interventions (both regulatory and incentivebased) utilized at city and county levels, and very few at state
and national levels.
2. Regulations/policies/other interventions are highly localized,
context-dependent, and fragmented
3. Increased public involvement through city- and statewide
policy/regulatory measures. However, most of them were
adopted after a significant share of TODs and developments
studied in this project had already been completed.
4. Regulatory measures seem to have a very limited impact on
the number of affordable units (resulting on average in 5-10%
of affordable units at 60-80% of AMI) produced in TODs and are
less effective than bottom-up voluntary and targeted
programs, policies and actions.

Mechanisms/ Interventions

Summary of findings (2/2)

5. TOD projects that are 100% affordable (100% of the units are
affordable to households earning ~50-60% of AMI) receive public
funding and utilize various fee waivers and tax exemptions.
6. Growing number of policies adopted by transit authorities that
support and incentivize the production of affordable housing
near transit stations.
7. Larger share of recent projects offer affordable units, and the
share of affordable units within a given development is higher.
8. There are only only few measures designed specifically to
promote/incentivize/regulate the production of affordable
housing in TODs.

Mechanisms–
categories and
examples

Shares of Affordable
Units by project

On average affordable to households earning
~50-60% of the AMI; built by non-profit
developers and CDC; bottom-up approach
On average affordable to households earning
~70-80% of the AMI; built by commercial
developers; top-down approach (due to
requirements/policies/zoning)

AH units produced through Inclusionary
Zoning/ Housing programs (2020)

• Comprehensive data collection between 2018 and 2019
• The absence of a national IH database limits our understanding of the
prevalence, practice, and production of inclusionary housing in the U.S

734

1,019

381

jurisdictions with
inclusionary housing
programs

programs were
identified

jurisdictions
reported data

§ Programs located in
31 states and the
District of Columbia

§ Many jurisdictions
reported having
more than one
inclusionary housing
policy

§ 70 % of programs
were developed after
2000
§ 71% applied to the
entire jurisdiction
§ Most programs were
mandatory

$1.8
billion in impact or
in-lieu fees

Approximately
9,000 units

110,000
units of affordable
housing

§ There are 38 million costburdened households in the U.S.
(31.5% of all households)
§ On average, IH has produced 100
affordable units per program

Inclusionary Housing does
not produce housing units
for the very low- and
extremely low-income
households

# of programs
(681 in total)

LIHTC is the largest affordable housing production
program in the United States
§ Approximately 2.4 million
rental homes were participating
in the LIHTC program as of 2017
§ In 2019 LIHTC assisted nearly
half of all federally-assisted
homes
§ Under federal law, at least 20% of
units in a LIHTC property are
reserved for tenants with incomes
at or below 50% of the AMI, or at
least 40% for tenants with
incomes at or below 60% of AMI.
Alternatively, units can serve
tenants up to 80% of AMI so long
as the average income served by
all units in the project is no more
than 60% of AMI

CASE STUDY

The Fruitvale Village,
Oakland, CA

Phase I

Phase II-A (Casa Arabella)

§ Affordable units: 10 (out of 47;
20%)

§ Affordable units: 94 (out of 367,
26%)

§ Developer: the Unity Council (a
non-profit Social Equity
Development Corporation

§ Developers: : the Unity Council and
EBALDC (East Bay Asian Local
Development Corporation)

§ Funding: commercial

§ Funding: City of Oakland,
Alameda County, the State of
California, the Oakland Housing
Authority and banks

The state and cities get
involved which makes higher
share affordability possible

Phase II-B
§ Affordable units: 181 (100%)
§ Developers: : the Unity Council and
BRIDGE Housing (nonprofit developer
of affordable homes)
§ Funding: the Affordable Housing and
Sustainable Communities (AHSC)
grant from the State of California
Strategic Growth Council
§ Land: developed on city-owned
property (long term lease from
BART)
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Thank you

Key takeaways: production vs. preservation

486,800

Affordable to
households earning
~70-80% of AMI

110,000

Affordable to
households earning
~50-60% of AMI

• In the last 20-25 years
Inclusionary Housing
policies have produced
between 110,000 and
173,700 affordable
housing units affordable
to low- and moderateincome households
• Between 2020 and 2029
486.800 LIHTC units
will lose all affordability
restrictions
• What should we focus
on? Can we do both?

• By 2029 almost 500,000 units built
with LIHTC funding will lose
affordability restrictions
• Although LIHTC properties must
commit to at least 30 years of
affordability, they are only subject to
a 15-year “compliance period” - the
period of time where the tax credits
that have been given to developers
can be taken away or “re-captured” if
the property fails to comply with
LIHTC regulations

Inclusionary
Housing most
widely used in 3
states

Summary of Key
Findings

AH: Affordable Housing
DAH: Designated Affordable Housing
NOAH: Naturally Occurring Affordable Housing

We found that NOAH accounts for 80
percent of all affordable units in
the (Los Angeles) region—five times
more supply than subsidized affordable
housing.
February 2021

It has been estimated that NOAH
accounts for a similar share of
affordable housing in other large
markets and approximately 75
percent of all affordable-housing
units in the United States.
Successful efforts for NOAH preservation
require bringing visibility to these
assets and the households that depend
on them.

Naturally Occurring
Affordable Housing

Income limits: SLC example
HUD Income limits (2021)

Salt Lake City, UT Apartment Rent
Ranges (January 2022)*

Max rent levels based on HUD Income limits (2021)

*www.rentcafe.com

